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Responses to Comments from Consumers Food Protection Association

47-1. For industrial waste response, see Response to Comment 44-12.

California is the leader in pesticide use, but the comment implies that all pesticides used
ultimately end up in biosolids.  There are no conclusive scientific studies that show this to
be true.  Biosolids have been extensively tested and show extremely low levels of pesticides.
Additionally, the proposed GO requires a preapplication report where biosolids are tested for
pesticides.  Limits for pesticides were not set for biosolids because the low levels of
pesticides they contained did not pose a risk to human health and the environment. 

Lead accumulation in soil from biosolids land application has been studied extensively.  Lead
limits established in EPA’s Part 503 regulation are more than sufficient to protect human
health and the environment.

There are other measures that prevent “hazardous pollutants” from entering a POTW.
Hazardous pollutants are controlled through pre-treatment programs because they would
destroy the biological treatment process.

47-2. The agencies listed by the commenter are not responsible agencies under CEQA.  The
proposed project is adoption of a regulatory tool related to the land application of biosolids.
None of the listed agencies have any regulatory authority over adoption of a GO by the
SWRCB; none, therefore, would need to use this EIR in making a discretionary decision on
the proposed project.  These agencies have been consulted in the process of developing the
proposed GO or scoping the content of the EIR.  If individual projects being considered
under the proposed GO would need additional permit approval from other state or federal
agencies because of the presence of wetlands, protected species or other resource issues,
additional environmental review would probably be required and the appropriate additional
agencies would be consulted in the CEQA process. 

47-3. The commenter’s opinion that use of the term “biosolids” is doublespeak is noted.  This term
is now the industry standard when describing sewage sludge that has been treated and tested
sufficiently to allow for its beneficial reuse.  The term is intended to differentiate between
untreated or minimally treated sewage sludge that is typically stored onsite or disposed, and
sewage sludge that is of sufficient quality to provide a benefit from reuse as a soil conditioner
or fertilizer.

47-4. Referring to sewage sludge or biosolids has no relevance to the scientific facts that show
sewage sludge/biosolids are safe for land application.  The term “biosolids” is used as a
standard in the industry and is officially recognized in Meriam-Webster’s Collegiate
Dictionary, 10th edition (published in 1999). 
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47-5. Sewage treatment plants, in most locations, accept a multitude of different waste streams.
However, their primary contributor is domestic sources.  This source does not change
significantly and neither does the resulting sewage sludge or its product biosolids.  Also see
Response to Comment 21-72.

47-6. RWQCB staff can include registered civil engineers, certified geologists, certified
engineering geologists, biologists, toxicologists, certified hydrogeologists, and laboratory
technicians specializing in water quality issues and environmental issues.  These staff
interface with the regulated community on a day-to-day basis.  Operators and laboratory
technicians are also trained professionals with licensing and certification requirements. 

47-7. Oversight by the State and by EPA is adequate public protection against improper testing and
reporting procedures.  Currently, many land application sites are not subject to the level of
regulation proposed by the GO.  See Response to Comment 47-6.

47-8. The comment addresses several issues associated with industrial wastes, reported
inadequacies of EPA Part 503 regulations for not regulating all toxic compounds, and health
hazards from transfer of pollutants from biosolids through the food chain.  The comment
implies that the proposed GO may be less protective in cases where biosolids are derived
from wastewater treatment facilities that receive a greater proportion of industrial wastewater
than municipal wastewater.  Most larger POTWs, under the Clean Water Act, have a
pretreatment program that monitors and controls all the pollutants coming into the POTW.
Larger POTWs have extensive pretreatment programs that typically include extensive
monitoring programs beyond what is required.  Larger facilities also have less of a chance
of having drastic spikes in toxics because of the facility’s sheer size.  Therefore, there is no
reason to conclude that biosolids derived from different facilities would be less protective
under the proposed GO.  The preapplication report would determine the concentration of
specified metal and organic pollutants in the biosolids proposed for land application, and
differences in concentrations would be considered through permit restrictions on cumulative
loading rates. 

Exclusion of toxic substances from EPA’s Part 503 regulations does not mean that these
compounds were not evaluated.  On the contrary, EPA conducted an extensive screening
process with National Sewage Sludge Survey results to identify the probability of toxic
compounds being present in typical biosolids.  EPA then conducted risk assessments on all
non-regulated organic compounds and trace metals that would reasonably be expected to be
in biosolids.  The risk assessment concluded that the risk to public health and the
environment from these compounds was negligible.  Reports on the inadequacies were
reviewed as part of the draft EIR process and found to lack sufficient scientific basis.  EPA
has successfully refuted claims of inadequacies as well.  Claims from site-specific case
studies that the comment letter presents are an example of why EPA used multiple
conservative factors for the risk assessments.  By using redundant and conservative factors
in the risk assessments, biosolids application under the Part 503 regulations and proposed
GO effectively reduce the risks so that site-specific conditions that could lead to higher
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exposures to toxic substances will still be well within the range that protects human health
and the environment.  Also see Response to Comments 21-57 and 26-28 regarding uptake
of metals in certain crops.

47-9. Lead is a regulated pollutant in the proposed GO.  The limit is derived from EPA’s risk
assessment performed for biosolids.  Pesticides were tested for in the NSSS; most were not
detected in approximately 95 percent of the sewage treatment plants surveyed.  Aldrin and
dieldrin were the two pesticides identified in the NAS peer review as pollutants that should
be evaluated further during the next sewage sludge survey.  The proposed GO requires
monitoring for those pollutants.  Asbestos is not believed to be a pollutant of concern for
biosolids.  Also, see Responses to Comments 21-72 and 28-11.

47-10. SWRCB staff respectfully disagrees with the assertion that biosolids application should be
prohibited because biosolids may contain potentially toxic compounds.  The risk from
exposure of people, livestock, organisms, and the environment to substances that may be
present in biosolids is related to numerous factors, including the amount and rate of exposure
to the substance, concentration of the substance, route of transport (such as air, soil, and
water), and numerous environmental factors affecting the fate and transport of the substance.

EPA evaluated the risks from exposure to compounds in biosolids from around the country
and established the numerical limits for biosolids application based on conservative
assumptions for the various risk factors.  Consequently, SWRCB staff does not consider
biosolids application to be harmful when managed as set forth through the provisions in the
proposed GO.  Site-specific reports challenging the adequacy of the risk assessments were
reviewed during the draft EIR process and found to lack sufficient scientific basis to warrant
further modification in the proposed GO.  EPA has successfully refuted  claims of
inadequacies as well.

47-11. The opinion expressed is noted.  It is agreed that lead is an environmental hazard, particularly
to young and unborn children.  The EPA Part 503 regulations were based on extensive risk
assessments used to derive the standards, including the limitations on lead, which are being
used as a basis for the proposed GO limitations of the cumulative loading rate not to exceed
300 kilograms per hectare (267 pounds per acre).  Loadings at this rate were not found to be
a significant risk through the 14 pathways evaluated in the Part 503 risk assessments,
including direct exposure to children.

47-12. As stated on draft EIR page 3-17, the impact of synthetic organic compounds (SOCs) in air
is minimal.  These compounds are not regulated in biosolids because of their low
concentrations and minimal risk (see draft EIR page 5-32).  As stated on page 5-33, the level
of pesticides in biosolids is low and poses no excessive  risk via biosolids land application
exposure pathways that might impact human health, including respiratory pathways (U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency 1995).  ABT Associates Inc., in its 1992 assessment of the
human health risks associated with land application of biosolids, calculated the rate at which
organic contaminants would volatilize from sludge.  Contaminants reviewed included
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benzene, benzo(a)pyrene, bis(2)ethylhexylphlate, chlordane, DDT, lindane, PCBs, and
trichloretheylene (ABT Associates 1992).  ABT calculated that the total lifetime cancer risk
from exposure to these contaminants (from land applied biosolids in air) was 5 x 10-6 for a
Highly Exposed Individual and 6 x 10-7 for the average individual.  This is a very low rate;
almost all potential risk is associated with PCB exposure.  To add a further safety margin to
the conservative factors integrated into the Part 503 regulations, Mitigation Measures 4-2 and
5-2 were included to extend from 30 days to 60 or 90 days the time during which grazing is
prohibited.  This will allow more time for SOCs to volatilize and for pathogens to die off.

Also see Response to Comment 28-10.

47-13. This comment contained an opinion regarding the validity of the health risk assessments
prepared by EPA in support of the Part 503 regulations.  The EPA risk assessment process,
after full consideration, is considered scientifically valid by SWRCB staff.  While disputed
by some, these regulations are national standards.  The health risk assessment process was
reviewed and supported by the NAS.  Presentation of specific data from these documents is
of national relevance but is not needed to support the conclusions in this EIR.

47-14. Paragraph 3 on page ES-7 of the draft EIR refers only to water quality because that is the
framework for establishing filing fees under SWRCB regulation.  The proposed GO is
intended to protect all elements of the state’s environment, including the public’s health.
State water quality standards are designed to protect beneficial uses of California’s water
resources, including human consumption.  CEQA requires that the state consider and avoid
any adverse effects of its actions, including the adoption of regulations.  The potential
impacts on human health and agricultural productivity are considered in detail in the draft
EIR (see Chapters 4 and 5).  

In addition to requiring a significant reduction in disease-causing organisms, the proposed
GO mandates a list of land management and site access restrictions designed to protect the
public from contamination of any crops, water or soil.

The DOHS has been consulted during development of the proposed GO and its EIR.  The
DOHS was represented on the technical advisory committee that reviewed the early drafts
of the proposed GO and provided feedback as the proposed GO was developed into its
present form.

47-15. Master Responses 13 and 17 generally describe the basis for the analysis of potential surface
water quality impacts under the proposed GO.  Responses to Comments 21-39, 21-41, 21-42,
and 21-43 further address specific issues of the analysis of surface water quality impacts.
SWRCB staff believes the evidence supports the EIR’s conclusions that risk to surface water
quality impairment from biosolids application is sufficiently low, additional protective
measures are included, and each RWQCB engineer has authority to require individual waste
discharge requirements  for any application project that  he or she feels would not conform
to the proposed GO’s provisions.



California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3.  Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-159

The SWRCB and RWQCB regulatory policies and procedures mandated under the State
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act were developed primarily to reflect the state’s
role in regulating water quality in compliance with federal water quality regulations,
including the Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Quality Act.  Therefore, the
SWRCB and individual RWQCB’s implementation of permitting procedures under the
proposed GO would be consistent with the federal laws.

47-16. There are no quantitative limits on potential disease-causing organisms in the proposed GO
because it relies on the Part 503 regulations with regard to the definitions of Class A and
Class B biosolids.  The Part 503 regulations contain numerical limits for Class A and Class
B biosolids for indicator organisms.  Limits for individual pathogens have not been and are
not likely to be developed because of the analytical difficulties and costs involved in analysis
and enforcement of such limits.  As with drinking water and food, individual pathogens are
not specified in numerical limits, but indicator organisms are used to determine the relative
safety of treatment and handling.  The same applies to biosolids which are land applied and
subject to beneficial reuse.

47-17a. As clearly stated in the draft EIR, the limits established in the proposed GO are based on
the Part 503 regulations developed by the EPA over several years and based on scientific
risk assessments.  Elimination of organic compounds in the Part 503 regulations, including
pesticides, was based on a comprehensive evaluation of the 1990 NSSS results.  While risk
assessments were not performed for all compounds potentially in biosolids, EPA decided
to eliminate regulation, based on scientifically sound judgments with respect to the
probability of environmental risks.  EPA determined that regulations for organic
compounds were not necessary because they were either present in sufficiently low
concentrations, no longer allowed for manufacture or use in the U.S., or present at low
frequencies among tested biosolids samples.  Site-specific reports challenging the adequacy
of the risk assessments were reviewed as part of the draft EIR process and found to lack
sufficient scientific basis to warrant further modification in the proposed GO.  EPA has
successfully refuted claims of inadequacies as well.

47-17b. Complexity relates to the proposed GO’s fee schedule and the relative operational
difficulties associated with GO compliance.  Both site sizes are given the same complexity
rating because both must have similar management practices for compliance.

47-18. CEQA does not require that potential pathogens be identified, quantified or avoided before
this project can be approved.  The pathogen reduction and vector attraction requirements
being embodied in the proposed GO are those promulgated as part of the EPA’s Part 503
regulations.  Standards for individual pathogens have not been established nationally for any
regulatory program related to water, wastewater or biosolids.  Indicator organisms for
biosolids quality include fecal coliforms and salmonella.

47-19. The risk assessments on which the Part 503 regulations are based are acceptable for the
purposes of developing regulatory limits in the proposed GO for chemical limits.  Risk
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assessments for pathogens are difficult to perform and may not be meaningful in terms of
evaluating potential effects because of the numerous factors that must be considered, and the
varying geography and population characteristics of California’s 58 counties  In evaluating
any biosolids management program, the major microbiological consideration is the ability
of the generator to effectively monitor for treatment efficacy and the reliability of the process
used to effect pathogen reduction (National Research Council 1996).  Measurement of
pathogen levels are required in the proposed GO.  There is little information in the literature
suggesting that regrowth of bacteria in land-applied biosolids is a major issue or regulatory
concern that would warrant more restrictions than provided for in the Part 503 regulations.

47-20. See Response to Comment 47-15.

47-21. Biosolids application projects would not typically involve permitting procedures under
Section 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) which would involve the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and RWQCBs.  These sections of the CWA  are primarily associated
with discharges to water.  Under the proposed GO, direct application of biosolids to water
bodies is prohibited.  

47-22. See Response to Comment 47-15.

47-23. The presence or absence of separate or combined industrial and residential sewer collection
pipes in California has no relevance to the impact analysis.  Regardless of the source of all
wastes being received at a municipal wastewater treatment plant, the biosolids generated at
that plant would have to meet the strict quality standards contained in the proposed GO
before it could be applied to land.  An alternative that would require separation of all
industrial and residential sewage flows is not feasible because of the extreme cost and the
inability of the SWRCB to mandate and implement such an option.

Stabilized sludge is sludge that has undergone one or several biological or chemical
processes designed to minimize subsequent biodegradation of organic compounds.  In
biological stabilization processes, the organic material in sludge is reduced through
biological degradation in controlled, engineered environments.  In chemical stabilization, the
aim is not to reduce the quantity of biodegradable organic matter in sludge; the goal is to
create conditions that inhibit microorganisms and therefore retard degradation of organic
material (National Research Council 1996).

47-24. The commenter is correct; animals were inadvertently left out of several of the special status
species categories listed on draft EIR page 7-10.  The words “and animals” should be
inserted after the word “plants” at the beginning of the first, second, third and fifth bullet
items under “Definition of Special-Status Species” on page 7-10.  This change does not alter
the impact significance determinations in Chapter 7.

47-25. The commenter is correct in that the EIR fails to list “restrict the range of an endangered, rare
or threatened species” as a CEQA significance criteria.  While this criterion was not listed
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in the document, consideration of range restrictions was made in evaluating the potential
adverse effects of implementing the proposed GO.  These potential effects are also embodied
in the thresholds dealing with affecting or disturbing habitat or biologically unique or
sensitive natural communities.  The most common way in which species’ ranges are reduced
is through habitat modification or loss.  When considering whether a substantial effect was
going to occur on sensitive species habitat, no acreage limitation was used as a supporting
criterion.  The only way in which implementation of the proposed GO might reduce the range
of a protected species would be if existing habitat was tilled or covered by land application
of biosolids.  This potential effect is addressed in the EIR, beginning on page 7-11.
Mitigation Measures 7-1 and 7-2 require the RWQCB to consider habitat destruction or the
presence of sensitive species prior to issuing permits under the proposed GO.  The impact
and mitigation discussions in the draft EIR do not need to be modified to reflect this
oversight in significance criteria.  Draft EIR page 7-9 is modified by adding the following
to the bottom of the page:

• restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species

47-26. The draft EIR thoroughly considered whether implementation of the proposed GO affected
federal and state protected species.  The conclusion  was that biosolids use in a typical
agricultural setting would not significantly effect protected species (see pages 7-11 through
7-14).  The primary concern was the potential for discing or other modification of untilled
property or agricultural areas left fallow for more than one year.  Mitigation capable of
avoiding adverse effects in this situation are in the EIR (Mitigation Measures 7-1 and 7-2).
Formal consultation under the federal Endangered Species Act is only required when a
proposed project may adversely affect a protected species.

The proposed GO would not allow for permitting of a proposed land application operation
that would have significant adverse effects on protected species.  If such impacts were
anticipated, the RWQCB staff would require application for waste discharge requirements
on an individual project basis.  Additional environmental documentation, including any
mandatory consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine
Fisheries Service, would occur before an individual permit could be issued.

47-27. The RWQCBs do take actions that meet the definition of enforcement.  The proposed GO’s
application process and required annual monitoring program are tracked by the SWRCB
and RWQCBs database.  Also, the mandatory Pre-Application Report requires pertinent
information used for measuring compliance.  Since passage of the Clean Water Act, self
monitoring for oversight programs has worked for the majority of sites.  The SWRCB and
RWQCB have full authority to enforce the GO requirements and any required mitigation.
Also see Master Response 1 and Responses to Comments 21-75, 43-38, and 43-39.

47-28. The proposed GO would regulate the land application of composted material if it contained
biosolids and met the conditions identified on the first page of the proposed GO (see page
1 of Appendix A in the draft EIR, items 1.b. and 1.c.).  As indicated in the program
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description on draft EIR page 2-3 (Horticultural Use), composted material is typically
classified as Class A Exceptional Quality and is often used in horticultural operations.  It
may also, however, be used on agricultural land or in land reclamation activities.  The
proposed GO does not regulate facilities where composting occurs; these facilities are
regulated primarily by the Integrated Waste Management Board and local enforcement
agencies.

Any composted biosolids material applied to the land under the proposed GO would have
to meet metals limitations.  As required by the GO, heavy metals, including lead, could not
be applied in sufficient concentration or volume to create a health risk or cause the
productivity of the land to be significantly reduced.

47-29. A complete separation of residential and commercial/industrial sewage is not feasible any
time in the near future.  Federal and state regulatory agencies  require close monitoring of
effluents received by municipal treatment plants from commercial/industrial operations,
and require the industries to develop comprehensive pretreatment programs to control
discharge of contaminants.  The agencies have not sought to totally separate these sources
of sewage.

The proposed GO’s objectives are to provide a flexible and uniform regulatory
environment for the RWQCBs as they deal with permit applications for land application
of biosolids.  The SWRCB must also comply with the California Water Code (Section
13274) and a Superior Court of California judicial order.  The separation of municipal and
commercial/industrial sewage does not provide an alternative that meets these objectives.
This alternative might reduce some of the contaminants that must be treated in wastewater
facilities, but it would not avoid or reduce a significant adverse effect of implementing the
proposed program.

47-30. The commenter’s opinions are noted.  No additional response is required.

47-31. SWRCB staff has developed and implemented an extensive agency and public consultation
process for this EIR, as required by CEQA and its implementing guidelines.  This process
is described in detail beginning on draft EIR page 1-3.  The list of individuals and agencies
contacted in the Notice of Preparation phase of the CEQA process is included in Appendix
B of the draft EIR.

The impact discussions required by CEQA Section 15126 are in draft EIR Chapters 3
through 14 and in the “Other CEQA-Required Impact Conclusions” section of the
Executive Summary, beginning on page ES-14.

47-32. The Consumers Food Protection Association has been added to the list of individuals and
agencies to be notified regarding future public involvement opportunities for the proposed
GO and its EIR.
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